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FORMAL FUNCTION VERSUS THEMATIC 
CONTENT: MOZART’S RONDO IN D, K. 485
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In this chapter, I present some aspects of my research into the field 
of musical form, with special emphasis on the high-classical period. 
For that purpose, I have chosen to analyze a complete composition, 
Mozart’s Rondo for Piano in D, K. 485, a work that occupies a unique 
position within the composer’s oeuvre, because almost all of its me-
lodic–motivic material is derived from its initial ideas. The piece thus 
raises a major question for the theory of musical form: to what extent 
does the “thematic content” of a work determine its formal organiza-
tion? Limitations of space prevent me from raising all of the issues 
associated with this topic, but I hope, at least, to present some idea of 
where I stand on the matter.1 

Let us begin with a very simplistic notion of how ordinary listen-
ers might perceive the form of a musical work, say, a single movement 
from some instrumental cycle, such as a sonata or symphony. Such listen-
ers would probably be able to identify a series of musical ideas, defined 
largely by their melodic and motivic content, but also by their general 
character, texture, and rhythmical activity. These ideas, which are typical-
ly termed “themes,” can then be labeled in some way, either numbered by 
their order of appearance (theme 1, theme 2, theme 3, etc.) or, even more 
typically, by alphabetical letters, as seen in Figure 1, Leon Plantinga’s 
chart of the exposition section of Beethoven’s Eroica Symphony.2 Such 
a series of thematic ideas can impart a sense of larger-scale form when 
we identify certain recurring patterns. For example, the a–b–a scheme 
shown at the opening of the movement suggests a kind of ternary form. 
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And if Plantinga had continued the chart, he would have presented later 
in the movement a similar succession of letters from a to i, whose return 
would have articulated an overall recapitulation, to match the sequence 
shown in the exposition. Such an approach suggests a one-to-one corre-
spondence between content and form, so that our recognizing the succes-
sion of melodic-motivic ideas is tantamount to our discerning the formal 
shape created by those ideas.

But further considerations quickly lead us to challenge this sim-
plistic relation of content to form. If we want to understand form as 
an expression of some fundamental notions related to our experience 
of musical time, then we need to take the concept of formal function 
into account. As I have discussed elsewhere in my writings, we sense 
that a musical work projects multi-layered successions of “something 
beginning,” “something being in the middle,” and “something end-
ing.” In addition, we recognize that some passages project the sense 
of “before-the-beginning” and “after-the-end.” Moreover, all of these 
temporal functions can be embed recursively within the entire structural 
hierarchy of the work.3 Most theories of musical form identify to some 
degree or another how specific musical passages can express these tem-
poral realities. And the labels that are given in this respect can be said 
to reflect their formal function. Thus at a low level in the hierarchy, 
for example, the two functions of antecedent and consequent, represent 
the notions of beginning and ending respectively of the theme-type we 
traditionally call the period. At a more middle-ground level, such as the 
exposition section of sonata form, the transition can be seen to have a 
medial function relative to the main theme, which initiates the section, 
and the subordinate-theme group, which concludes it. And at the high-
est level of sonata form, the exposition itself is a large-scale beginning, 
the development, a middle, and the recapitulation, an end.  

Given this rudimentary notion of formal functions, we must now 
ask just how thematic content, as defined primarily by the melodic–
motivic ideas of the work and the pattern of their succession, relates 
to formal functionality. The topic is complex, but we can surely accept 
what Carl Dahlhaus alerted us to many decades ago, namely, that a 
letter scheme based on thematic content requires careful interpretation 
about form.4 Consider the thematic ideas labeled a and b in Figure 1. On 
first appearance, we would probably assume that the first a represents 
the beginning of the form. But what is the function of the second a at 
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m. 37? Is it, following a medial b, a “return” that signals the end of a 
ternary structure? Or is this second a another initiation, one that follows 
a closed binary scheme consisting of the first a as beginning and the b 
as ending? As well, how are we to understand the a’ that appears at m. 
109? Is this another beginning, is it a return, or is it something else alto-
gether? Finally, what are we to make of the rest of the letters, those from 
“c” to “i,” which are left without any particular functional implications? 
Our inability to give ready answers to these many questions reveals that 
identifying similarity of thematic content alone does not necessarily 
yield a reading of the true form-functional situation.    

With this general introduction to the problem, let me state up front 
my own position, one that stands in striking contrast to most other ac-
counts. For my investigations into classical form have convinced me 
that thematic content, especially in its melodic-motivic dimension, does 
not play a significant role in the articulation of formal functionality. 
I refer especially to melody and motive when speaking of this mini-
mal role for thematic content, because, as I will amply demonstrate 
in the analysis that follows, the harmonic dimension and the grouping 
structures associated the various themes of a work do emerge as ma-
jor determinants of formal function. Undoubtedly, my discounting the 
role of melodic-motivic content may seem controversial, and, as my 
recently published exchange with James Hepokoski attests, my rather 
strict view may not be readily accepted by many theorists working on 
musical form today.5 Nonetheless, I hope that my discussion of the Mo-
zart Rondo will clearly reveal that even in the absence of significant 
melodic-motivic differentiation among the themes, we can clearly dis-
cern the various functional components of the form.

But before proceeding directly to my analysis, let me quickly clarify 
a matter of terminology that might otherwise cause confusion in the 
rest of this chapter. Following the tradition of Arnold Schoenberg and 
his student Erwin Ratz,6 upon whose theories of formal functionality I 
have based my own approach,7 I will be identifying the various middle-
ground regions of form by our difficult term “theme.” In particular, I 
speak of a main theme and a subordinate theme (thus translating the 
German terms Hauptsatz and Seitensatz respectively), and I refer as 
well to the transition and the component parts of the development sec-
tion and the coda as thematic units. In so doing, I mean much more than 
the melodic-motivic component. Rather, my concept of theme embraces 
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the complete musical content of a passage, one that is minimally eight 
bars long, but which may well stretch to more than thirty bars. Such a 
theme consists of multiple phrases having their own form-functional 
expression, the final one of which normally brings cadential closure for 
the theme.8 Since the specific analysis that follows will use theme in the 
way just described, I will normally speak of melodic-motivic material 
when referring to what most traditional theories of form identify as a 
“theme” or “thematic content.”

Let us turn now to Mozart’s Rondo, a single-movement work that, 
despite its title and overall character, is actually written in sonata form.9 
What is “rondo-like” about the piece, and indeed, most un-Mozartean 
about it, is the constant return of the materials of the main theme to 
form the melodic-motivic basis of practically every formal unit of the 
work.10 We will start by examining the opening eight bars. This music 
is not entirely new, for Mozart had not only borrowed many elements of 
it from the general piano style of J. C. Bach, but he composed the same 
theme for use in the sonata-rondo finale of the Piano Quartet in G mi-
nor, K. 478, written just shortly before our Rondo.11 In the quartet, this 
music appears in the exposition in D major as the first of several subor-
dinate themes. Curiously, the theme occurs only once in the movement, 
because Mozart deletes it when modifying the subordinate-theme group 
in the recapitulation. So it is tempting to conjecture that Mozart may 
have regretted never having had a chance to show what could be done 
with the theme and thus made up for this lost opportunity by writing a 
piano work in which it returns again and again.  

These speculations aside, the opening eight bars are formed as an 
almost perfect exemplar of the sentence, a theme-type first identified by 
Schoenberg early in the twentieth century. The sentence begins with a 
two-measure basic idea, which is then immediately repeated in such a 
way as to prolong the opening tonic harmony. Together, the basic idea, 
its repetition, and the underlying tonic prolongation constitute what 
I term presentation function. Such a presentation creates a powerful 
sense of formal initiation, one that demands a subsequent continuation, 
a function projected foremost by a reduction in the size of the groups—a 
process I call fragmentation. This results in a new one-bar idea, which 
itself is repeated in m. 6. The next bar brings further fragmentation 
when the units are again reduced by half. Additional characteristics 
of continuation function are an acceleration of the harmonic rhythm 
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and shorter durational values. Sequential harmonies are also typical of 
continuation function. Although not found here, prominent sequencing 
occurs in many of the continuational passages later in the piece. The 
parametric instability created by the continuation arouses powerful ex-
pectations for thematic closure, which is fulfilled by a cadential formal 
function, here, the quick half cadence on the downbeat of m. 8.12

Looking ahead to what happens next in the Rondo, we see that Mo-
zart takes advantage of the weak closure of the half cadence to repeat 
the entire sentence, this time ending it strongly with a perfect authentic 
cadence in m. 16. He thus creates a higher-level period, whose first sen-
tence functions as an antecedent; the second, as a consequent. Together, 
these sixteen bars constitute the entire main theme of the exposition. 
Note that in the consequent, the cadential function begins with the pre-
dominant II6 right at the start of m. 15, continues with the dominant, 
and closes with tonic on the downbeat of m. 16. Unlike the anteced-
ent, there is no obvious fragmentation in m. 15. As a result, that bar 
groups quite readily with m. 16 to create a two-bar cadential unit. We 
see, therefore, that the cadential function of the consequent increases in 
scope in relation to the antecedent, a situation that is typical of periodic 
forms. This variability in the size of the cadential function will become 
an especially important factor to observe as we follow the course of the 
theme when it reappears throughout the Rondo.

Having examined the basic structure of the sentence theme-type, 
with its three functional components—presentation, continuation, and 
cadential—we can now trace how the materials of the opening sentence 
reappear throughout the piece to create a large-scale sonata form. To do 
so, I need to discuss another important theoretical concept, also first in-
troduced by Schoenberg; namely, the difference between tight-knit and 
loose formal organization, a distinction I have developed extensively 
in my own writings.13 As a rule, classical movements begin with their 
most tight-knit structure and then proceed to loosen the form in vari-
ous ways. Figure 2 summarizes some of the factors that help project 
this distinction, such as the relatedness of the tonal regions, the rela-
tive stability or instability of the harmonic progressions, the degree of 
cadential closure or non-closure (as the case may be), the relative sym-
metry of the grouping structures, the extent of motivic uniformity or 
diversity, and the conventionality of the overall thematic design. That 
the sixteen-bar main theme is highly tight-knit is evident by its residing 
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in the home key, by its emphasis on tonic harmonies in root position, by 
its perfect authentic cadential closure, by its highly symmetrical group-
ing structure, and by the conventionality of its thematic type, namely, a 
period, itself made up of two sentences.   

The next thematic unit significantly loosens the form. The transition 
of the exposition starts at m. 17 with a new two-bar basic idea, indeed, 
the only other significant melodic–motivic idea to appear in the piece 
outside of the main theme. The repetition of this idea within a prolonga-
tion of tonic harmony creates presentation function. We now expect a 
continuation to fragment the grouping structure and to impart a greater 
sense of mobility. What happens next, however, is somewhat of a sur-
prise, for Mozart brings back, at m. 21, a variant of the main theme’s 
basic idea, which he then repeats. Does this two-fold statement create a 
new presentation? Not really, for a closer look at the harmonies reveals 
something quite different: the idea is now supported by VI6, which de-
scends sequentially to V6; the idea thus functions as a model, which 
is repeated as a sequence. Given that the harmonies are significantly 
destabilized, we can understand that mm. 21–24 function as a continu-
ation, one that logically follows upon the prior presentation. But since 
fragmentation is thus far missing, Mozart extends the continuation by 
the fragments in mm. 25 and 26, which also see a modulation to the 
subordinate key of A major.    

What then appears, starting at m. 27, is what Erwin Ratz calls a 
standing on the dominant which normally follows a half cadence and 
expresses the temporal sense of “after-the-end.”14 But we must ask, just 
where is the cadential function that would actually end the ongoing 
sentential structure? Curiously, the final dominant appears first at m. 
26, yet this moment does not seem to project a sense of cadence at all. 
Instead, the harmony seems to get “stuck” on V in mid-stream, and the 
music then moves directly to the standing on the dominant. I call this 
technique of cadential avoidance a dominant arrival, to distinguish it 
from a genuine half cadence.15 Indeed, if Mozart had wanted to write 
a real cadence, it would have been easy to do so, as my reconstruction 
of these bars, in Figure 3, clearly shows. The lack of genuine cadential 
closure thus renders the transition considerably loose in formal expres-
sion, a quality that is reinforced by the modulating tonal plan and the 
asymmetrical grouping structure.    
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The way is now prepared for the entrance of the subordinate theme. 
In a move reminiscent of Haydn’s “monothematic” expositions, Mozart 
brings back materials from the main theme and shapes them again into 
a sentence: the basic idea of mm. 36 and 37 is repeated to make a pre-
sentation; the continuation sees fragmentation into one-bar units, and a 
cadential progression prepares the way for a perfect authentic cadence. 
Though similar in content to the main theme, this sentence is markedly 
looser. In the first place, the repeat of the basic idea an octave higher 
than expected creates a striking registral disjunction. Moreover, the 
bass line supporting the repetition ascends to the third scale-degree at 
m. 39 to support a chromatic VII   of II. Harmonic instability increases 
when the music shifts at m. 41 to the minor mode, and the pre-dominant 
Italian-sixth continues to project a more chromatic, and thus looser, har-
monic context than that found in the main theme. Finally, I spoke about 
the potential for cadential closure, but in fact, the expected cadence is 
evaded, such that the downbeat of m. 43 functions exclusively as a new 
beginning, not an end.16  

And what begins is another sentential structure, opening with a pre-
sentation in mm. 43–46 (which shifts the basic idea into the left-hand), 
followed by a continuation in mm. 47 and 48. These latter bars also see 
the beginning of the cadential progression, so we can speak of a fusion 
of functions here and see that the continuation “becomes” cadential, as 
symbolized by the arrow in the annotation.17 The cadential progression 
is then enormously expanded when the pre-dominant IV leads to the 
chromatic VII7 of V in mm. 49 and 50, and then to dominant harmony, 
with its six-four embellishment. Such an expanded cadential progres-
sion (ECP) is a hallmark of subordinate-theme function and serves to 
build up strong expectations for the arrival on tonic, here, at m. 53.18  

The resulting perfect authentic cadence closes both the local sen-
tence and the entire subordinate theme, which we now understand to 
consist of two parts, each sentential in design. Due to the harmonic 
chromaticism, the extended asymmetrical grouping structure, and the 
cadential evasion and expansion, the subordinate theme as a whole 
is rendered extremely loose. The various cadential manipulations, in 
particular, have the effect of postponing the expected of moment of 
cadence, so that when it does arrive, it creates a powerful confirmation 
of A major as the subordinate key. This arrival is then reinforced by 
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a post-cadential closing section (mm. 54–59), whose initial codetta is 
another variant of the main theme’s basic idea.

After a repeat of the exposition, the development section begins 
with yet another statement of the main theme’s basic idea, still in the 
subordinate key of A major. Rather than being directly repeated, how-
ever, the second half of the idea is fragmented into one-bar units, which 
redirect the harmony to the dominant of B minor, for a sequential rep-
etition of the entire four-bar phrase, though this time, the harmony leads 
to the dominant of G major. 

The formal situation thus created is very unclear. On the one hand, the 
repetition of a new four-bar group has the potential of creating a sense of 
structural initiation, something like a double-sized presentation. On the 
other hand, the sequential harmonic context is highly unstable and thus 
projects from the start a sense of continuation function, though, paradoxi-
cally, there is no beginning that would precede this sense of being-in-the-
middle.19 What occurs in m. 68 is also curious, for the dominant of G 
major achieved in the previous bar is now prolonged in the manner of a 
post-cadential standing on the dominant. But just like what happened at 
the end of the transition in the exposition, there is no half cadence; rath-
er, the music gets stuck on dominant harmony and we perceive again a 
dominant arrival.  To summarize thus far, the form-functional situation is 
highly incomplete, with neither a clear structural beginning nor structural 
end, and thus the formal context is rendered quite loose.  

Before trying to make any further sense of this complex situation, let 
us see what happens in the rest of the development section. The standing 
on the dominant we just examined leads directly to a return of main-
theme materials at m. 71, which are shaped for the most part into the 
same sentence used for the consequent phrase of the exposition’s main 
theme. And this music is then followed at m. 79 by the new two-bar idea 
that was used to begin the transition. But instead of being repeated to 
create a presentation, as was the earlier case, the new idea is now twice 
sequenced up a step. Such sequential activity strongly projects a sense of 
continuation function, and as we saw happening at the beginning of the 
development, this sequencing occurs at the very start of the thematic unit, 
thus by-passing a clear sense of structural initiation. Further continua-
tional activity occurs with the half-bar fragments starting in the middle of 
m. 84, followed eventually by an expanded cadential progression, which 
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brings a decisive half cadence at m. 90 in the home key of D major. A 
subsequent standing on the dominant leads to a return of the main theme 
at m. 95 to signal the beginning of the recapitulation.   

Let us step back now and consider the structure of the entire devel-
opment, which may help explain and put into perspective a number of 
the formal anomalies we have observed. The overall section is clearly 
divided into three main parts: first, the very loose opening sequential 
passage and standing on the dominant; second, the very tight-knit sen-
tence in G major, beginning at m. 71; and third, the continuation and 
cadential units starting at mm. 79 and 88 respectively. I would propose 
that the tight-knit sentence, itself, represents the structural initiation 
of the development as a whole, such that the music at m. 79 seems 
very much to “continue” and eventually “close” a broad formal pro-
cess begun with that sentence. From this perspective, we could then 
see the material that precedes the sentence as a large-scale introduction, 
a “before-the-beginning” formal function. Supporting that view is the 
lack of structural initiation and closure that we observed, along with a 
general uncertainty of motion, as reflected in the constant stopping of 
rhythmic activity, due to the quarter-note rests throughout the passage. 
Indeed, William Rothstein refers to this music as having a “searching 
quality,” which I think captures well the introductory character pro-
jected here.20 We thus see that, although the development divides itself 
into three main parts, these cannot automatically be labeled beginning, 
middle, and end; rather, the first part is better understood to function 
as a before-the-beginning; the second part as the actual beginning, and 
the third part as middle, end, and after-the-end all wrapped up together. 
Such an interpretation of broad-scale formal functionality does not just 
arise in a mechanistic way, but rather through close attention to many 
compositional details on the very surface of the music.21

Let us now look at the recapitulation and focus especially on the 
extent to which it corresponds to, or deviates from, the exposition.  The 
recapitulation begins at m. 95 with the identical sentence found at the 
very opening of the movement; as there, it seems to function as an an-
tecedent of the main theme. But instead of bringing a consequent, Mo-
zart significantly rewrites the music at this point. This is not surprising, 
since he already had brought back the original consequent from the 
main theme within the development section (though in the wrong key 
of course).  
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In place of a consequent, Mozart writes another sentence, one that 
he significantly loosens by the shift to D minor, by the subsequent mod-
ulation to F major, and by the use of a dominant arrival, at m. 108, in 
place of a genuine half cadence. The resolution to tonic at m. 112 then 
initiates another sentential unit using main-theme material. The sequen-
tial continuation at m. 116 brings the music back to D minor, and the 
cadential progression, beginning at m. 118, leads to a half cadence two 
bars later. A subsequent standing on the dominant prepares the way for 
the return of the subordinate theme. Looking back, we can see that the 
shift to D minor at m. 103 marks the beginning of a two-part transition, 
each part of which is constructed as a loosely-organized sentence end-
ing on dominant harmony.22  

When the subordinate theme finally appears at m. 125, Mozart again 
uses main-theme materials to shape a loose sentential design. The open-
ing four-bar presentation is followed by a continuation at m. 129, with 
fragmentation into one-bar units. Further fragmentation takes place in the 
next two bars. But they also see a broadening of the harmonic rhythm, 
when the pre-dominant II6 harmony is embellished by neighboring di-
minished-seventh chords. When the II6 holds firm in m. 133, and then 
progresses to the cadential six-four in the next bar, we understand that the 
real onset of cadential function can be traced back to m. 131, such that a 
fusion with the ongoing continuation occurs at that point.  

The resolution of the six-four to the dominant seventh at m. 135 
proposes, of course, a perfect authentic cadence. But instead of real-
izing genuine closure, Mozart writes a deceptive cadence to flat-VI. 
And this move sets up a delightful surprise, for after extending the sub-
mediant for two more bars, he writes yet another sentence based on 
the main theme. A four-bar presentation continues to prolong flat-VI, 
after which a continuation leads back to the cadential six-four, which 
is expanded for two additional bars before resolving to V7 and finally 
bringing the long-awaited cadence to close the subordinate theme. We 
see that cadential function has become enormously expanded: not only 
in the obvious manner projected by the prolonged dominant of mm. 
144–147, but also in the way in which the final sentence, by first pro-
longing flat-VI of the deceptive cadence, becomes embedded within 
an even broader cadential area stretching back to m. 131, where that 
function first appears. 
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Following the grand cadence at m. 148, Mozart brings the same 
materials that he had used for the closing section of the exposition. This 
time, however, he actually allows the opening four bars to emerge as a 
genuine presentation, rather than as just a series of codettas. And to that, 
he adds both continuation and cadential functions to create a tight-knit 
sentence, the final one of the movement. What follows in m. 156 is a 
closing section made up exclusively of codettas built over a tonic pedal. 
Together, the sentence and closing section constitute the coda of the 
movement, a broad after-the-end function of the entire sonata form.  

We have now worked through the complete movement, showing 
how the units at all levels of organization have specific formal func-
tions. We have also seen that most of the thematic units of this par-
ticular piece are organized as sentences or sentence-like structures. But 
these sentences are not uniform blocks of the same size and internal 
organization that are simply strung together. Rather, each sentence is 
shaped in its own particular way, ranging from the most tight-knit—
the main theme in the exposition—to the loosest—the final subordinate 
theme of the recapitulation. And I have drawn particular attention to 
how the specific construction of the internal functions of presentation, 
continuation, and cadential contributes to the functional differentiation 
of the sentences themselves.  

Throughout the analysis, I have largely focused on harmonic and 
tonal contexts, on grouping processes, and on cadences. Along the way, I 
made practically no reference to melodies, motives, or textures in defin-
ing formal functionality. This may seem counter-intuitive, since as I dis-
cussed at the outset, most traditional theories of form rely extensively on 
“thematic content” as the basis for formal interpretation. But in choosing 
a piece with such a restricted set of ideas, I have demonstrated that form-
functional differentiation easily arises even in the absence of significant 
melodic differentiation. Thus we were able to identify a distinct transition 
and subordinate theme, although both were built out of the same ideas as 
the main theme. Admittedly, the opening two-bar idea itself functioned 
most of the time as a local initiation, but in one important case, it had a 
very different function, namely as a medial unit within the exposition’s 
transition; looking back at m. 21, we can see how the sequential treatment 
of this idea renders its functional meaning very different from how it 
typically occurs within the piece.  A similar reinterpretation of melodic–
motivic material occurs with the “new” basic idea that opened the transi-
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tion: there, in mm. 17–20, it was repeated to make a presentation phrase, 
a clear formal initiator. But later in the development, at m. 79, the same 
idea is repeated sequentially, thus projecting the sense of being very much 
in the middle of a thematic process.

At broader levels, especially, melodic-motivic identity does not nec-
essarily result in form-functional identity. For example, consider the 
succession of sentences within the exposition compared to the recapitu-
lation. As shown in Figure 4, there is a clear association of melodic and 
textural detail from each sentence in the earlier section to that in the 
later one, thus exemplifying well the concept of formal rotation, as pro-
posed by Hepokoski and Darcy.23 Yet the form-functional interpretation 
of these two rotations is not the same. To be sure, the opening sentence 
of both sections functions as a main-theme antecedent. But whereas the 
second sentence is the main theme’s consequent in the exposition, it 
changes to become the first part of the transition in the recapitulation. 
The third sentence in the figure, which features a registral disjunction 
within the presentation, initially serves as the first part of the subordi-
nate theme, but then later, as the second part of the transition. And the 
fourth sentence, which brings the main melodic idea in the left hand, 
functions in the exposition as the second part of the subordinate theme, 
but in the recapitulation changes to become the beginning of the entire 
subordinate theme.

Such non-congruence between the thematic content and the form-
functional expression of that content consistently characterizes classi-
cal form. Indeed, some significant compositional disadvantages would 
obtain if melodic content and formal function were normally to go hand 
in hand and if the return of an idea always meant a return of its prior 
functional meaning. For it would then be either difficult to sustain a 
consistent formal syntax, or else the use of melodic ideas would have 
to be highly restricted within very specified formal positions. By func-
tioning relatively independent of each other, however, melodic ideas 
and form-functional units are free to assume a wide variety of patterns. 
In fact, this is one of the reasons why a sense of formal “play,” as Kofi 
Agawu likes to put it,24 especially characterizes instrumental works in 
this style period. Indeed, the special game that Mozart plays with the 
opening sentence of his Rondo can fully succeed only when the listener 
understands the changing formal roles assumed by the constant reap-
pearance of the same musical ideas.  
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Example 1. W. A. Mozart, Rondo in D major, K. 485
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Example 1. (continued)
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Example 1. (continued)
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Example 1. (continued)
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Example 1. (continued)
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Example 1. (continued)
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Example 1. (continued)
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Example 1. (continued)
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Figure 1: Thematic content of the exposition section of Beethoven’s 
Symphony No. 325

Figure 3. Reconstruction of mm. 25-30

Figure 2: Tight-knit versus loose organization
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Figure 4. Thematic rotation in the exposition and recapitulation
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Figure 4. (continued)
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Notes
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Types, and Deformations in the Late-Eighteenth-Century Sonata (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2006).
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rung in die musikalische Formenlehre, 3rd ed., enl. (Vienna: Universal, 1973).
7. William E. Caplin, Classical Form: A Theory of Formal Functions for the 
Instrumental Music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1998).
8. My concept of theme is thus akin to some eighteenth-century notions of 
period; see Heinrich Christoph Koch, Versuch einer Anleitung zur Composi-
tion (Leipzig, 1793); in the twentieth century, Leonard G. Ratner revives this 
earlier defi nition; see Classic Music: Expression, Form, and Style (New York: 
Schirmer, 1980).
9. This work has been discussed in detail by Rudolf Kelterborn, Zum Beispiel 
Mozart: Ein Beitrag zur musikalischen Analyse (Basel: Bärenreiter, 1981); Joel 
Galand, “Form, Genre, and Style in the Eighteenth-Century Rondo,” Music The-
ory Spectrum 17 (1995): 27–52; and William Rothstein, “Playing with Forms,” 
in Engaging Music, ed. Deborah Stein, 202–14 (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2005). The title “Rondo” is probably not by Mozart (ibid., 203).
10. Kelterborn, Zum Beispiel, 78.  
11. See Rothstein, “Playing,” 203, for more details on the historical background 
of K. 485.
12. See Caplin, Classical Form, chap 3, for a more details on the structure of the 
sentence theme-type. In regular 8-m. sentences, the continuation and cadential 
functions can be said to “fuse” within a single “continuation” phrase.  For the 
purposes of emphasizing the individual formal functions in this study, I have 
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indicated more specifi cally where the cadential function within the sentence ap-
pears, an annotation practice that departs somewhat from Classical Form.
13. Ibid., 84–86; Caplin, Hepokoski, and Webster, Musical Form, 37 –38.
14. Ratz, Einführung, 25.
15. Caplin, Classical Form, 79–81, 133–35.
16. “An evaded cadence arises from the failure of an implied authentic cadence 
to reach its goal harmony. The event appearing in place of the fi nal tonic groups 
with the subsequent unit and (usually) represents the beginning of a new caden-
tial progression” (Caplin, Classical Form, 54); see also Janet Schmalfeldt, ”Ca-
dential Processes: The Evaded Cadence and the ‘One More Time’ Technique,” 
Journal of Musicological Research 12 (1992): 1–51. Somewhat unusual with 
this evaded cadence is the return to the very start of the theme.
17. Caplin, Classical Form, 45–47.
18. William E. Caplin, “The ‘Expanded Cadential Progression’: A Category for 
the Analysis of Classical Form,” Journal of Musicological Research 7 (1987): 
215–57.
19. For more on the idea of a thematic unit omitting an initiating unit and start-
ing instead with continuation function, see Caplin, Classical Form, 111–13.
20. “Playing,” 211.
21. This development can also be analyzed in terms of the pre-core/core tech-
nique established in Caplin, Classical Form, 141–55. What I have identifi ed 
here as parts 1 and 2 would thus constitute the pre-core (the fi rst part, a transi-
tional introduction, the second part, a tight-knit theme), and part 3 would be the 
core, whose model is, exceptionally, only two bars in length.  
22. On the two-part transition, see Caplin, Classical Form, 135.
23. “Elements,” 16 –19.
24. Kofi  Agawu, Playing with Signs (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991); 
Rothstein echos Agawu when titling his essay on K. 485 “Playing with Forms.”
25. Leon Plantinga (1984, 39)
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